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*OGC Has Reviewed*
3
Spalding v. Vilas, 161 U.S. (1396)

Plaintiff was engaged in assisting certain postal employees in
claims for review and readjustment of their selaries before ‘the Post
Office Department. The Third Assistant Postmaster General issued &
circular addressed to each claiment at the direction of the Postmaster
General, The plaintiff claims thet this circular had caused injury

to his good name and reputation. The opinion of the Court was delivered
by ¥r. Justice Harlene The act of the head of any department of the
Government, in calling the attention of any person having business

with such department to a statube relating in eny way to such business,
cannot be made the foundation of & cause of action against such officers.

Mue are of opinion that the same peneral considerations
of public policy and convenience which demand for judges of
courts of superior jurisdiction immmity from civil suits for
demsges arising from acts done by them in the course of the
performence of their judicisl functions, apply to a large
extent to official communications made by heads of Execubive
Departments{@hen engaged in the discharge of duties imposed
upon them by 1dw; The interests of the people require that
due protection be accorded to them in respect of their official
acts, As in the case of a judicial officer, we recognize a
distinction<between action taken by the head of a Nepartment
in reference to matters which are menifestly or palpably beyond
his authority, and action having more or less connection with
the general matters cormitted by law to his control or super-
vision)ﬂfﬂhatever difficulty may arise in applying these
principles to particular cases, in which the rights of the
citizen may have been materially impaired by the inconsiderate
or wrongful action of the head of & Department, it is clear ==
and the present case requires nothing more to be determined -=
that he cannot be held lisble to a civil suit for damapges on
sccount of official communicetions made by him pursuant to en
/] sot of Congress, eand in respect of metters within his authority,
! Ff by reason of any personal motive thet might be alleged to have
prompted his action; for, personal motives cannot be imputed
to duly authorized official conduct., In exercising the funec-~
tions of his office, the head of an Fxecubive Department, keep=
ing within the limits of his authority, should not be under an
spprehension that the motives that control his official conduct
mey, at any time, become the subject of inguiry in a civil suit
for damages. It would seriously cripple the proper and effective
administration of public affairs as entrusted to the executive
branch of the government, if he were subjected to sny such
regtraint, He may have legal authority to act, but he may have
such large discretion in the premises that it will not always
he his ebsolute duby to exercise the guthiority with which he is
invested. But if he acts, having suthority, his conduct cen-
not be made the foundation of a suit against him personally
for damapes, even if the circumstances show that he is not
disagreeably impressed by the fact that his action injuriously
affects the claims of particular individuals.7 In the present
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cagse, as we have found, the defendant, in issuing the c¢ircular
in question, did not exceed his authority, nor pass the line of
his duty, ms Postmaster General, The motive that impelled him
to do that of which the plaintiff complains is, therefore,
wholly immeterial., . ." (At pages 498 and 499).
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